issue, Professor Harvey Goldstein, one of our Executive Editors, has published a critical commentary: PISA and the globalisation of education: A critical commentary on papers published in AIE special issue 4/2019 (Goldstein, this issue) . He specifically focuses on how far each paper contributes to scientific knowledge and how they increase our understanding of what PISA does and whether the authors address questions of validity and impact.
Goldstein notes the paper by Nagy, Nagengast, Frey, Becker, and Rose (2019) is 'a carefully argued paper whose conclusions need to be taken seriously' as the paper deals with how the structure of the PISA test instruments, especially item position, affects score responses. Previous research has looked into the possibility of lack of test-motivation, test-fatigue and students not reaching the final items of a test as possible threats to the validity of the PISA scores (Eivers, 2010 ). Goldstein's suggestions for looking into how to reduce the burden on students by redesigning the PISA test is one possibility for future PISA cycles test developers and OECD could consider. The validity of test results is dependent upon valid responses.
Although Goldstein acknowledges the contribution of the papers, and the guest editors in particular, he further critically states that "'… the usefulness of many of these papers is questionable, and they do all share certain, largely unexamined, assumptions' (Goldstein, this issue) . More specifically, Goldstein questions the usefulness of International Large Scale Achievement (ILSA) programmes such as PISA and TIMSS and how data is analysed and reported. He points to the fact that the cross-sectional design used in these studies limits the extent to which they can make causal claims, despite the fact that authors continue to do so. Furthermore, Goldstein discusses the limitations around 'comparability' across countries (Asil & Brown, 2016; El Masri, Baird, & Graesser, 2016; Ercikan & Koh, 2005; Huang, Wilson, & Wang, 2016; Oliveri, Olson, Ercikan, & Zumbo, 2012) and across time, and argues that 'comparability' lacks a clear definition.
Goldstein's concludes his commentary with the question of whether journals like Assessment in Education should provide so much space to articles devoted to ILSA programmes, as he suggests 'they have rather little to offer'. It is a question worth listening to. In an open letter to Dr Andreas Schleicher, Director of the OECDs Programme for International student Assessment five years ago, in The Guardian 1 , and later published in the journal Policy Futures in Education, more than hundred wellknown international scholars expressed their concerns that 'measuring a great diversity of educational traditions and cultures using a single, narrow, biased yardstick could, in the end, does irreparable harm to our schools and our students' (Meyer, & Zahedi, 2014) .
The research community is divided when it comes to ILSA studies. While many share the concerns Goldstein is raising, others would seek the opportunity to collect comparative data internationally and monitor trends through ILSA studies. With the increasing use of data from ILSA studies in academic research (Hopfenbeck et al., 2018; Lenkeit, Chan, Hopfenbeck, & Baird, 2015) , Assessment in Education, Principles, Policy and Practice will welcome more critical original articles publishing on the limitations and possible developments of ILSA studies. As Rutkowski, Rutkwowski and Liaw (this issue) have pointed out, there are possibilities for improvement and development of the ILSA studies and researchers can contribute in that respect.
More articles critically investigating the use and abuse of ILSA data will be welcome in this journal, both with respect to how such studies drive the field of assessment globally, but also which opportunities they offer to understand more of students learning.
The third article investigates the relationships between students' attitudes towards formative and summative assessment among primary students in Hong Kong. Hong Kong has long had a culture of high stakes summative assessment culture, which the authors suggest has had a harmful effect on students' learning quality, such as reinforcing factual and surface approaches to learning (Knight, 2002) . Recent curriculum development in Hong Kong has therefore moved to ensure assessment changes to make sure formative assessment practices are included. Guo and Yan (this issue) investigate the affective and instrumental attitudes of Hong Kong primary school students towards summative and formative assessment and how these attitudes differ by gender and grade. Based upon previous questionnaires such as Brown (2011), Brown, Irving, Peterson, and Hirschfeld (2009) , and Yan and Cheng (2015) , they developed a 30-minutes instrument which was administrated to 3,019 participating students in grades 4-6 (10-12 year olds). Their analyses demonstrated that students tended overall to have negative affective attitudes to both formative and summative assessments, but positive instrumental attitudes to both. The results suggest that students may not like either of the assessment forms, but believe they are useful for their learning. Guo and Yan (this issue) recommend teachers more explicitly clarify to students why formative assessment processes are of importance for students' learning in the classroom. Their study further found that girls had overall more positive perceptions of assessment than boys, although the gender effect was small. The authors suggest the more positive attitudes of girls could be linked to their ability to see selfregulation, one aspect of formative assessment, as helpful for their learning. However, they also note that girls are more likely to accept requirements from teachers or schools. The study is of importance as it investigates primary students perception of formative and summative assessment, whereas most studies have previously investigated teachers' views. To understand more of the processes and the link between formative and summative assessment, it would be helpful to have more experimental classroom studies investigating what factors causally impact attitudes to assessment. The current study could be a good starting point for such research.
The fourth article by Otnes, H. & R. Solheim (this issue), tackles the complex processes involved when implementing assessment for learning in writing education. Written feedback on students' texts has been an important part of writing education, while the authors suggest there is currently not enough research on the meaning-making process involved in such activities. The authors draw upon data from the NORM project (Berge et al., 2017) , a large-scale intervention run over two years involving 20 schools, that was designed to improve writing education and assessment in Norway. At the heart of the project was a desire to investigate the impact of norms of expectations on writing, and how they are integrated into the learning and assessment process. Otnes and Solheim (this issue) specifically examined written feedback from teachers, both in terms of form and content. The authors collected data from Year 7 student texts and teacher comments from eleven schools. Teacher comments and responses were analysed and categorised into different language acts, based upon Austin (1962 Austin ( /1975 and Searle (1969) , with categories such as criticism, praise, questions, suggestions, and demands. One of the interesting findings of this qualitative study is the fact that although teachers frequently provide written feedback through the writing process, their dialogue with students is limited and the idea of feedback as a communicative act is not fully reached. The majority of the teawealth of knowledge of assessment systemscher feedback still focuses upon correcting or making suggestions, less on questioning students or explaining content further. In an era where there is a call for teachers and schools to enhance 'deep learning', studies such as the current one serve as a healthy reminder of the importance of investigating classroom practices around the world and examining how teaching instructions can enhance understanding of learning for students. It also points to how challenging it is to develop teaching and assessment practices for teachers that involve students in active dialogues. We need more studies that can provide models for this.
Finally, we publish a book review by Andrew Boyle (this issue) on Testing in the Professions, edited by Susan Davis-Becker, and Chad W. Buckendahl, 2017, New York: Routledge. Boyle welcomes the book as a useful collection for researchers and practitioners in the field, although one noteworthy limitation is that book is written exclusively from a US perspective, making it less useful for international readers. The book is part of the Applications of Educational Measurement and Assessment series of books (https://www. crcpress.com/NCME-APPLICATIONS-OF-EDUCATIONAL-MEASUREMENT-AND-ASSESSMENT/book-series/NCME) and includes contributions from academics and professional practitioners across the field. The book further focuses on a key concept for the fieldcredentialing. The book contains chapters on test design, specifying the content of examinations, analysis for credentialing examinations and more. Boyle also emphasises that the book is written without authors assuming any prior knowledge, so it is possible for non-statisticians to read and understand how to, for instance, validate an exam or communicate results to participants and stakeholders.
Changes in the editorial board
I would like to take the opportunity to thank our longstanding Executive Editor, Professor Sandra Johnson, for her valuable work in Assessment in Education, Principles, Policy and Practice. With her wealth of knowledge of assessment systems internationally, Sandra has made a substantial contribution to the field during her 10 years as an Editorial Board member. She served as a Country Profiles Editor from 2011-2014, and also contributed as a guest editor for the special issue The challenge of cross-border qualifications recognition, together with Alison Wolf (Johnson & Wolf, 2009 ) and more recently with the special issue Developing Teachers' Assessment Capacity with Christopher DeLuca (DeLuca & Johnson, 2017) . I am very pleased Sandra has agreed to continue supporting the journal as a member of our Editorial Advisory Board. Note 1. (https://www.theguardian.com/education/2014/may/06/oecd-pisa-tests-damagingeducation-academics).
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